
  

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-13
 

 NGO-TWS-13: 

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS CommentsNGO-
TWS-13  
Cont  -d. 
 
 
NGO-
TWS-14  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-
TWS-15  
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 

NGO-TWS-14:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1.  


NGO-TWS-15: See responses to NGO-Sierra Club-1 and NGO-TWS-
14. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-16 

NGO-
TWS-17 

NGO-TWS-16:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 


NGO-TWS-17:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-18 

NGO-
TWS-19 

NGO-TWS-18 and 19: 
The BLM is required to comply with requirements of NEPA.  Risk as-
sessment strategies are one way to evaluate impacts.  The FEIS/RMP 
will include other approaches to evaluate impacts and comply with 
NEPA. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-20  

NGO-TWS-20:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-21  
 

NGO-TWS-21:  

See response to NGO-TWS-18 and 19.
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-22  
 

NGO-TWS-22:  

See response to NGO-TWS-18 and 19.
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-
TWS-23 

NGO-TWS-23: 

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1 relating to climate change.  The 

FEIS/RMP has included management applicable to species diversity—
 
see Vegetation Rangeland and Vegetation Riparian and Wetlands goals.  

Also note Objectives VR1 and VR3.
 

Asynchrony-Veg.  Forest/Woodland Products addresses asynchrony 

with a Goal to manage various age classes of trees and diverse understo-
ries.
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

Non-Government Organization - 274 




  

 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

NGO-TWS-
24 

NGO-TWS-24:  

See response to NGO-Sierra Club-1 with respect to climate change.  

BLM has included adaptive management and monitoring in the FEIS/
 
RMP.
 

Attachment documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; however,
 
it is not included in this Appendix.  To view this document contact the 

Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 

wfoweb@blm.gov.
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 
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NGO-TWS Comments Responses 

Non-Government Organization - 278 




Non Govern

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
   

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  
 
 
  

 
   

 

 

 
  

  

 
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Unknown Comments Responses 

NGO-
Unknown-1 

NGO-
Unknown-2

-3
 -4
 -5
 -6
 -7
 -8

 -9

 -10

 -11

-

The BLM received approximately 499 form letters listing comments identified in 
NGO-Unknown. The BLM therefore considers the responses to this form letter 
as applicable to all form letters received listing the same comments.  It should be 
noted the form generated by the Unknown group allowed submitters to add addi-
tional comments.  Added comments on the form ranged from concern over the 
ranching/mining industry and development, concern over how horses are treated 
during gathering operations, the desire to protect horses and burros as part of our 
national  treasure, to be kind to the wild horses, and to leave them alone.  Many 
of the added comments were in disagreement with the BLM and its Wild Horse 
and Burro program and the use of tax dollars to gather the animals. 

The BLM manages public lands for multiple uses, one of which is for wild horses 
and burros (WH&B). The appropriate management levels (AMLs) for wild horse 
and burros were set in conjunction with the animal unit months (AUMs) for live-
stock grazing and wildlife. The appropriate management levels were set to 
achieve a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands. 

The BLM complies with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 
and uses the most humane tools during gathering; 43 CFR, Part 4740.1, states 
that “motor vehicles and aircraft may be used by the authorized officer in all 
phases of the administration of the Act, except that no motor vehicle or aircraft, 
other than helicopter, shall be used for the purpose of herding or chasing wild 
horses or burros for capture or destruction. All such use shall be conducted in a 
humane manner.” 

NGO-Unknown-1: See above.  BLM is mandated to manage WH&B in accord-
ance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971. 

NGO-Unknown-2: There are no designated wild horse and burros areas. 
HMAs are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we 
manage for horses but not exclusively.   Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 propos-
es elimination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 

NGO-Unknown-3: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and provided 
protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act 
(FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for multiple 
uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on BLM 
administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of livestock 
management, up to and including elimination of livestock grazing. The BLM 
has revisited he WH&B management actions and environmental analysis in the 
FEIS/RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-Unknown Comments Responses 

NGO-Unknown-4:  The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be 
determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and following 
a site-specific environmental analysis decision process.  Forage for WH&B 
(AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit. 

NGO-Unknown-5: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 
the site specific or allotment level. 

NGO-Unknown-6: This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through 
properly managed livestock grazing. 

NGO-Unknown-7: Management of big game species and populations are under 
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is outside the 
scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legislative Con-
straints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the management of 
big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a 
balanced management of public land resources. 

NGO-Unknown-8:  Alternatives A, B, and D allow use of birth control methods 
for WH&B including PZP. 

NGO-Unknown-9:  Comment noted. 

NGO-Unknown-10 and 11: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential com-
ponents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be present with-
in the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and 
healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient 
amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to 
remove the area’s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a des-
ignated HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be gath-
ered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-1 
NGO-WWP- 
Fite-2 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-3 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-4 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-5 

NGO-WWP-Fite-1: BLM considers information provided in the AMS 
as relevant.  The AMS described current management, trends and fore-
casts by resource.  FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, 
their resources and other values.  The FEIS/RMP has been updated to 
reflect current data and additional information. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-2: See response to NGO-WWP-Fite-1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-3: The BLM analyzed existing inventory data and 
other information in the development of the AMS.  The AMS consid-
ered indicators, current conditions, trends, forecast, and key features.  
Existing data was utilized to support these sections.  There are no cu-
mulative effects analyses in the AMS.  The DEIS analyzed cumulative 
impacts based on a range of reasonable alternatives.  However, the 
FEIS/RMP has been prepared with revisions to the cumulative impacts 
sections. 

The BLM has prepared a DEIS that analyzes four alternatives with one 
alternative having a “no grazing” option.  (Option 2). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-4: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, 
their resources and other values.  In the Affected Environment, the 
DEIS described  information related to key special status species for 
management which included:  Pygmy Rabbit (p. 3-58), Sage-Grouse 
(p. 3-58 & 3-59), Western-Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (p. 3-59), Columbia 
Spotted Frog (p. 3-59), Yellow-Breasted Chat (3-59), and Ferruginous 
Hawk (p. 3-52).  Management actions to protect healthy habitat for 
sensitive species and to provide mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
are included in Objective SSS 1, and management actions SSS 1.1 and 
1.3.  Alternatives were developed using existing available data, input 
from the Sierra Front-Northwest Great Basin RAC Subgroup, Cooper-
ating Agencies, and from issues identified through public scoping. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-5: The FEIS/RMP has been updated to reflect current 
data and additional information. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments 
NGO-WWP- 
Fite-5 
Cont-d 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-6 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-7 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-8 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-9 

Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-6: BLM has complied with the CEQ Regulations 40 
CFR §1500.4 (d) and §1507.  Through RMP scoping relevant issues were 
identified and they remain relevant. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-7: BLM has complied with 43 CFR 1610.4-1 issue 
identification and Council of Environmental Quality Regulations 40 CFR 
§1500.4 (d) and §1507.  Through RMP scoping relevant issues were 
identified and they remain relevant. Although a number of years have 
passed since initial scoping of the RMP, BLM has determined that the 
planning issues identified remain relevant.  The Draft RMP/EIS (DEIS) 
has been updated to address changes in laws, regulations and policy that 
have occurred since initial scoping.  Based on public comments received 
on the DEIS, any new emerging issues would be addressed in the Final 
RMP/EIS. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-8: The Scoping report and AMS remain relevant.  Man-
agement actions related to livestock grazing and weeds were included in 
the DEIS. Climate change has been revisited in the FEIS/RMP. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-9: The range of alternatives were developed to address 
relevant scoping issues and included working with the the Sierra Front 
Northwestern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council subgroup. 

Section 1.2 describes the Purpose and Need of the PRMP.  Proposed 
management of rangeland vegetation is located in Table 2-1 Vegetation 
Rangeland Section. Specifics concerning management of Sagebrush and 
Salt Desert Scrub are located in Table 2-1 at VR 6, VR 7, VR 8. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-10 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-11 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-12 

A range of alternatives were provided for management of sagebrush 
and salt desert shrub - See VR6 and VR8. 

BLM through FLPMA is mandated to manage public lands for multi-
ple uses some of which cause disturbance. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-10: The BLM has prepared a DEIS that analyzes 
four alternatives with one alternative having a “no grazing” option.  
Option 2). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-11: Although the alternatives were developed in collabo-
ration with the RAC subgroup, public outreach has been extensive and 
contributed to development of the planning issues and RMP alternatives. 
Nine RAC meetings were held, nine cooperative agencies have signed onto 
participate in the planning process. Over 1600 individuals and organiza-
tions were sent RMP newsletters.  Newspaper advertisements and news 
releases were published.  In addition four public open houses were held 
during the scoping process and for the DEIS.  Tribal governments were 
notified and Native American consultation was included.  Two socio-
economic meetings were held.  BLM staff were given input into the pro-
cess to ensure consistency with applicable, laws, regulations, and policy.  
A Notice of Intent and Notice of Availability were published in the Federal 
Register on March 25, 2005 and June 25, 2010, respectively. 

The alternatives were developed based on the Analysis of Management 
Situation, purpose and  need, issue identification, and comments received 
from public scoping.  Cooperating agencies, Tribal governments and the 
RAC subgroup also assisted with this process.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-12: BLM is mandated by FLPMA Sec. 102(7) to manage 
public lands based on multiple use and sustained yield.  FLPMA Sec. 202 
(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely to the extent it is available, on in-
ventory of the public lands, their resources and other values.  Alternatives 
were developed using existing available data. 

Alternative C emphasizes management strategies to preserve and protect 
ecosystem health.  A range of alternatives addressing removal of range 
improvements are found under Livestock Grazing  section LG 5.1 and 
WH&B management WHB 2.2 Alternatives C & D. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-13: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion NGO-WWP-
Fite-13 
 
 
 

to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, 
their resources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using 
existing available data.  The FEIS/RMP has been updated to reflect 
current data and additional information. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-14 NGO-WWP-Fite-14: BLM has developed a reasonable range of alter-

natives, Alternative C emphasizes protection of the environment. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-15 NGO-WWP-Fite-15: Many actions incorporate use of existing dis-

turbed areas to reduce or lessen new disturbance  footprints. See Ap-
pendix B – SOPs, BMPs – Also re-use is proposed under SD section. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-16 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-17 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-18 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-19 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-20 

NGO-WWP-Fite-16: Impacts from livestock grazing were addressed in 
Chapter 4. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-17: The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate 
change in the FEIS.  This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major econom-
ic sectors contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use man-
agement practices, global mean temperature changes and future trends. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-18: BLM is mandated by FLPMA Sec. 107(7) (8) to man-
age public lands on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield while pro-
tecting and preserving the environmental quality of public lands.  Many 
actions related to restoration, minimizing disturbance, and maintaining large 
connected blocks of habitat were included in the  DEIS and have been revis-
ited in the Final RMP/FEIS. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-19: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their re-
sources and other values. Analysis of the Management Situation (April 2005) 
discloses conditions and current management conditions since the adoption 
of the MFPs. Alternative A was developed using existing available data. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA documents 
that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, and is sub-
ject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are taken (40 
CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is not to collect 
massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high quality and accurate 
in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that are truly significant to 
the action in question and reach an informed decision.  The BLM has used 
available data, information based on professional evaluations and observa-
tions and applicable reference materials to support the NEPA analysis.  The 
FEIS includes updated information, revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-20: The AMS identifies how issues and conditions have 
changed. The old MFPs did not adequately address a number of issues in-
cluding but not limited to: OHV travel management, mine reclamation, and 
ACECs. Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the 
site specific or allotment level. 

Non-Government Organization - 285 



  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 
NGO-WWP-

NGO-WWP-Fite-21: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to Fite-20 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their re-Cont-d 
sources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-22:BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in 
NEPA documents that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific 
analysis, and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions NGO-WWP- are taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is not Fite-21 to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high quality and 
accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that are truly signifi-
cant to the action in question and reach an informed decision.  The BLM has 
used available data, information based on professional evaluations and obser-
vations and applicable reference materials to support the NEPA analysis.  The 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-22 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-23 
 

FEIS includes updated information, revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-23: BLM complies with the Healthy Forest Restoration 
Act of 2003.  BLM uses FRCC as one tool with respect to fuels manage-
ment.  BLM collaborates with federal, state and tribal agencies in an effort 
to construct strategically placed fuelbreaks in an effort to protect wildland 
urban interface areas, and thousands of acres of critical wildlife habitat, 
including habitat for LCT, Sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, and provide for 
public and fire fighter safety. The fuelbreaks are intended to stop or slow 
the spread of wildfires.  In many instances fuelbreaks are constructed us-
ing mosaic patters keeping portions of the shrub component in place.  
BLM strives to use existing disturbed areas for placement of fuelbreaks. 
BLM combines habitat restoration with many of these fuels projects. Sec-
tion VR4 provides a range of alternatives that include improving condi-
tions classes of vegetation from Class 3, high departure to Class 2 to mod-
erate departure.  In addition fuelbreaks are maintained and monitored to 
ensure they remain effective to change fire behavior. 

Non-Government Organization - 286 



  

 

  
 

 
  

 
 

    
  

  
 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  

 
 

  
   

  
  

   
 

 

 

 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-24 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-25 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-26 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-27 

NGO-WWP-Fite-24: 
BLM defined its cumulative effects boundary based on the Land Re-
source Region and Major Land Resources Areas of the United States,  
USDA, Agriculture Handbook 297. The boundary  recognizes areas 
including Fallon, Lovelock area, Humboldt area, Malheaur High Plateau 
area and Owyhee High Plateau Area within the western Rangeland Irri-
gation Region.  BLM used this approach as land resource units are char-
acterized by a particular pattern of soils, water, climate and land uses. 

Figure 3-21 depicts fire history and table 3-20 provides a 22 year fire 
history.  Many of these fires have had Emergency Stabilization and Re-
habilitation treatments applied.  ES&R projects have been identified in 
table 3-24. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-25: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-26: Cumulative effects were analyzed by section in 
Chapter 4. Fire history information was provided in chapter 3 – Table 3 
-20. 

NG0-WWP-FITE-27: 
BLM complies with the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003. BLM 
uses FRCC as one tool with respect to fuels management.  BLM collab-
orates with federal, state and tribal agencies in an effort to construct 
strategically placed fuelbreaks in an effort to protect wildland urban 
interface areas, and thousands of acres of critical wildlife habitat, includ-
ing habitat for LCT, Sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, and provide for public 
and fire fighter safety. The fuelbreaks are intended to stop or slow the 
spread of wildfires.  In many instances fuelbreaks are constructed using 
mosaic patters keeping portions of the shrub component on place.  BLM 
strives to use existing disturbed areas for placement of fuelbreaks.  BLM 
combines unburned habitat restoration with many of these fuels projects. 
Section VR4 provides a range of alternatives that include improving 
conditions classes of vegetation from Class 3, high departure to Class 2 
to moderate departure. In addition fuelbreaks are maintained and moni-
tored to ensure they remain effective to change fire behavior. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NGO-WWP-Fite-28:  The Final FEIS/RMP was updated to show the fuel 
treatment and Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation acreages. Ref-
erence Tables  3-20 and 3-24. 

The BLM is mandated to use FRCC according to the Healthy Forests 
Restoration Act of 2003.  A description of FRCC 1 is “Moderate depar-
ture form the natural (historical) regime of vegetation characteristics; fuel 
composition; fire frequency, severity and pattern; and other associated 
disturbances.” 

NGO-WWP-Fite-29: Table 3-10 provides acres of each plant communi-
ty /association in the district.  Figure 3-9 depicts sagebrush and saltbush 
scrub, Figure 3-10 depicts Desert Sink scrub and riparian woodlands, 
Figure 3-11 depicts perennial and annual grasslands. Figure 3-12 shows 
historical weed infestations in the district.  Table 3-10 has been updated 
in the FEIS/RMP. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-30: Land identified for manipulation occurs on a case 
by case basis after collaboration with other federal, state and tribal agen-
cies. Separate NEPA and public involvement also occurs one projects are 
defined. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-31: BLM considered ACECs in a range of alternatives. 
Alternative A current management reflects the only one ACEC designat-
ed.  Alternative D recommends maintaining the existing ACEC and rec-
ommends the addition of 3 new ACECs.  In addition various Alternatives 
in the RMP designate large areas as avoidance and exclusion areas.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-32: The lands depicted in the DRMP are suitable for 
possible disposal.  A proposed disposal must meet all of the criteria stated 
in FLPMA and those outlined in the PRMP. See D-LR 3.1.  No lands will 
be disposed of that have critical values. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-33: Refer to C-VR 2.1 Option One and C-VR 2.1 Op-
tion 2, Alternatives B and D. 

NGO-WWP-Fite
-28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
-29 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
-30 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
-31 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
-32 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
-33 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-34 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-35 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-36 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-37 

NGO-WWP-Fite-34: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are 
addressed at the site specific or allotment level. Restoration projects 
would be assessed at an implementation level decision, which would 
evaluate different treatments. See Section 2.2.2 Anatomy of an Alterna-
tive and LG-1.3 

NGO-WWP-Fite-35: These comments are addressed at the implementa-
tion level planning, such as grazing permit renewals, final multiple use 
decisions and OHV travel management plan.  All of which include sepa-
rate public outreach and environmental analysis. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-36: See response to N-WWP-28. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-37: BLM developed a range of alternatives.  Alterna-
tive B has a more use intensive theme, Alternative C has a more conser-
vation theme.  Objectives and management actions related to protecting 
ecosystem health are included in varying degrees in all alternatives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-38 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-39 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-40 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-41 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-42 

NGO-WWP-Fite-38: All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments 
are required to be reviewed under NEPA.   This is a public process. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-39: Noise is addressed on a project specific basis 
or during implementation level planning.  Both processes include 
public involvement and provide applicable analysis for noise.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-40: Impacts related to noise are addressed 
through site specific NEPA analysis for projects proposed in 
sage-grouse habitat or within important wildlife habitat areas 
and priority sage-grouse  habitat areas.  Actions D-FW 1.2 and 
D-SSS 1.2.1 would apply no surface disturbance and no surface 
occupancy restrictions within priority wildlife areas.  These re-
strictions would prohibit certain uses thereby limiting noise.  
These restrictions would apply to ROWs as well as certain min-
eral activities.  BLM would also apply appropriate guidance 
from BMPs developed in the Programmatic EIS on Wind Ener-
gy Development on BLM Administered Lands to address noise. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-41: The DEIS has a section devoted to public 
health and safety (see PS section). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-42: CA-SSS 1.2 would require a sensitive spe-
cies inventory for project proposals.  Action D-FW4.1 would 
require a pre-disturbance inventory for nesting migratory birds.  
Action D-SSS 1.3.1 would require a pre-disturbance inventory 
for pygmy rabbit. Action D-SSS 1.2.3 would apply no surface 
disturbance, NSO buffers near active sage-grouse leks when 
locating high profile structures (eg, powerlines, wind turbines, 
towers etc.). BLM would also apply appropriate guidance from 
BMPs developed in the Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy 
Development on BLM Administered Lands that addresses in-
ventory and project design to avoid impacts. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-42 
Cont-d 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-43 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-44 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-45 

Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-43: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their 
resources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data.  Site specific baseline is conducted on many projects on a 
case-by-case basis. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA docu-
ments that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, 
and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are 
taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)). On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is 
not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high 
quality and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that 
are truly significant to the action in question and reach an informed de-
cision.  The BLM has used available data, information based on profes-
sional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials 
to support the NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-44: BLM is not proposing large numbers of elk but to 
coordinate with NDOW should pioneering elk become established. 
(See D-FW 1.5). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-45: The current level of authorized grazing was pro-
vided in the RMP.  This will be analyzed in project specific plans. 
BLM has furnished maps or figures suitable for an RMP analysis.  Re-
fer to Appendix A. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-46 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-47 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-48 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-49 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-50 

NGO-WWP-Fite-46: Impacts from livestock grazing are analyzed in 
Chapter 4 by resource and use. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-47: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-48, 49: Refer to Alternatives B, C and D for actions 
AQ 1.2:  “Minimize or reduce adverse impacts on air quality from BLM 
and BLM-authorized activities by implementing BMPs and mitigation 
measures on a case-by-case basis."  Primacy for air quality has been 
delegated from EPA to the State of Nevada.  Nevada has adopted state 
Ambient Air Quality standards equal to or more stringent than compara-
ble federal standards. These standards are listed on Table 3-1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-50: Refer to Alternatives B, C and D for actions AQ 
1.2:  “Minimize or reduce adverse impacts on air quality from BLM and 
BLM-authorized activities by implementing BMPs and mitigation 
measures on a case-by-case basis." 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP- 
Fite-51 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-52 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-53 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-54 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-55 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-56 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-57 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-58 

NGO-WWP-Fite-51: Proposed goals, objectives and management actions 
relating to air quality are located in AQ section (p. 2-27).  The Affected 
Environment for Air Quality is located in Section 3.2.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-52: Refer to Air Quality Objective for C and D AQ-1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-53: Refer to Alternatives B, C and D for actions AQ 1.2: 
“Minimize or reduce adverse impacts on air quality from BLM and BLM-
authorized activities by implementing BMPs and mitigation measures on a 
case-by-case basis.” 

NGO-WWP-Fite-54: Refer to Alternatives B, C and D for actions AQ 1.2: 
“Minimize or reduce adverse impacts on air quality from BLM and BLM-
authorized activities by implementing BMPs and mitigation measures on a 
case-by-case basis." 

NGO-WWP-Fite-55: Before any permit is issued a NEPA process is con-
ducted to analyze the specific material for that project and impacts on a 
case-by-case basis.  RMP addresses water and air quality issues under  CA 
-WR1 and CA-AQ 1.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-56: Before any permit is issued a NEPA process is con-
ducted to analyze the specific material for that project and impacts on a 
case-by-case basis. BMPs and SOPs address application procedures.  

The RMP addresses water and air quality issues under  CA-WR1 and CA-
AQ 1.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-57: BLM revised this section for the FEIS. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-58: Addressed on case-by-case basis through site specif-
ic NEPA. 

Non-Government Organization - 293 



  

 

 
 

 
 

  
   

 
 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-58 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-59 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-60 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-61 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-62 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-63 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-64 

NGO-WWP-Fite-59: Although the term “desertification” is not used, 
management to achieve vegetation goals and objectives, for example, Ob-
jective D-VR1, would avoid this. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-60: Refer to monitoring standards in the BMPs and 
SOPs and the Standards and Guidelines for Nevada’s Sierra Front-
Northwestern Great Basin Area.  The BLM has developed a range of al-
ternatives under S 1.1 that address biological crust. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-61: BLM has developed a range of alternatives with 
respect to stream bank, shoreline, and channel stability is provided under 
FW 9.31. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-62: BLM has developed BMPs/SOPs and a range of 
alternatives and management actions for soils that address land use. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-63: Action S 1.6 addresses soil compaction and condi-
tions through a range of alternatives. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-64: The BLM works to systematically monitor these 
items to help assess trends and inform individual decisions.  FLPMA Sec. 
202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to “rely to the extent it is available, 
on inventory of the public lands, their resources and other values.”  Alter-
natives were developed using existing available data. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA documents 
that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, and is 
subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are taken 
(40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is not to 
collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high quality 
and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question and reach an informed decision.  The 
BLM has used available data, information based on professional evalua-
tions and observations and applicable reference materials to support the 
NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, revised tables, 
and figures. 
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NGO-WWP-
Fite-69 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-70 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-71 
-Water  

 Resources 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-72 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-73 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-74 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 
NGO-WWP-Fite-65: A healthy watershed are those that comply with the standards for rangeland health NGO-WWP- under the Standards and Guidelines for Nevada’s Sierra Front-Northwestern Great Basin Area and con-Fite-65 sistent with other BLM policy and guidance. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-66 NGO-WWP-Fite-66: These data are not available. Priority watersheds were identified as those contain-

ing T&E species habitat, both occupied and recovery and those containing municipal watersheds. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-67: The impacts of these compounds will be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. NGO-WWP-
Fite-67 

NGO-WWP-Fite-68: BLM will assess any proposed projects individually to determine if potential im-NGO-WWP- pacts can be sufficiently mitigated. Fite-68 
NGO-WWP-Fite-69: BLM produced maps sufficient for a RMP level analysis.  Depending on market 
conditions, “expected” developments could range from zero to covering virtually the entirety of the 
Basin and Range Province. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-70: These activities have the potential to pollute or draw down groundwater, however 
these impacts are not a certainty. These activities would require greater analysis during implementation 
level analysis prior to permitting. 
NGO-WWP-Fite-71: BLM has ROW records on master title plats.  However, not all diversions are 
included, especially old or historic diversions or ditches.  Impacts from proposed new diversions are 
addressed on a case by case basis with separate public involvement and NEPA analysis.  The BLM 
systematically monitors riparian health irrespective of water diversions. 
NGO-WWP-Fite-72:  Healthy watersheds are those that comply with the standards for rangeland health 
under the Standards and Guidelines for Nevada’s Sierra Front-Northwestern Great Basin Area and con-
sistent with other BLM policy and guidance.  It would be assumed, in general, that gullying, erosion, 
and the lowering of water tables would lead to decreases in perennial surface flow. 
NGO-WWP-Fite-73: This is dependent on the rate of pumping, aquifer characteristics, and precipita-
tion.
NGO-WWP-Fite-74: Priority watershed include LCT occupied and recovery areas – See D-WR 1.1. NGO-WWP-

Fite-75 NGO-WWP-Fite-75: The BLM has provided sufficient maps or figures for an RMP analysis. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-76 

NGO-WWP-Fite-76: The requirements for water quality are addressed in the Standards and Guidelines 
for Nevada’s Sierra Front-Northwestern Great Basin Area. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-77: Objective D-VF-3 includes maintaining, improving and protecting pinyon and 
juniper stands. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-77 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-78 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-79 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-80 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-81 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-82 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-83 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-84 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-85 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-86 

NGO-WWP-Fite-78: Full fire suppression is addressed in D-WFM 1. 
Conditional fire suppression areas are identified in WFM 1.1, alterna-
tives B & D. Also, see figure 2-11 Under objective VF 3 a range of 
alternatives are applicable for fire suppression in Pinyon/Juniper stands 
or areas.  In addition, proposed ACECs that contain Pinyon/Juniper, 
have been prioritized for suppression see Action D, ACEC 1.1 

NGO-WWP-Fite79: Wildland Fire Ecology Management – CA-WFM1 
prioritize fire suppression for forest resources in the District 

NGO-WWP-Fite-80: The BLM has provided sufficient maps for an 
RMP analysis.  Mapping has been provided for old growth forests Ap-
pendix A Figure 2-2. Additional maps will be updated in the FEIS/ 
RMP. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-81: A range of objectives and management actions 
applicable to old growth forests is provided in Section VF 4. Figure 2-2 
identifies the locations of Old Growth Forests. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-82: A range of management action alternatives appli-
cable to raptors is provided in Section SSS 1.6. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-83: A range of alternatives including objectives and 
management actions applicable to Pinyon/Juniper and pine nut harvest-
ing have been provided in CR 10 and VF 3.5. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-84: A range of alternatives including objectives and 
management actions have been provided in VW 1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-85:  BLM developed a range of alternatives as part of 
integrated vegetation management.  VW 1 and VR 4.3  BLM also iden-
tified BMPs and SOPs with respect to chemical treatments. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-86: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  See 
Alternative C. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
NGO-WWP-Fite-87: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to Fite-86 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their Cont-d. 
resources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA documents NGO-WWP-
that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, and is Fite-87 
subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are taken 
(40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is not to 
collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high quality 
and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question and reach an informed decision.  The NGO-WWP-
BLM has used available data, information based on professional evalua-Fite-88 
tions and observations and applicable reference materials to support the 
NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, revised tables, NGO-WWP-
and figures. Fite-89 

NGO-WWP-Fite-88: Goal for Chemical and Biological Control is located 
in Table 2-1. 

NGO-WWP-
NGO-WWP-Fite-89: Specific chemical treatments and application meth-Fite-90 
ods are addressed on a case-by-case basis. No pesticide use was included 
in alternative C. 

NGO-WWP-
NGO-WWP-Fite-90: BLM uses BLM approved herbicides. Fite-91 

NGO-WWP-Fite-91: See response – NGO-WWP-Fite-90. NGO-WWP-
Fite-92 

NGO-WWP-Fite-92: Impacts from proposed fuels and weed treatments 
were analyzed in Chapter 4.  NGO-WWP-

Fite-93 
NGO-WWP-Fite-93: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their 
resources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing NGO-WWP-
available data.Fite-94 

NGO-WWP-Fite-94: Vegetation – Rangeland goal is to protect, maintain, 
and improve healthy vegetative communities with various age classes. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-95 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-96 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-97 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-98 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-99 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-100 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-101 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-102 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-103 

NGO-WWP-Fite-95: BLM developed a range of alternatives.  VR 1.3 

NGO-WWP-Fite-96: BLM developed a range of alternatives.  VR 1 

NGO-WWP-Fite-97:  Most priority habitat areas focus on sagebrush 
habitat for sagebrush obligate species; there are numerous management 
actions applicable for these areas. See D-FW1.1 and D-FW1.2. Sage-
brush management is addressed in VR 6. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-98: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-99: Management of wildlife habitat, sensitive species 
habitat, migratory birds, and Pygmy rabbits are located in the FW and 
SSS Sections of Table 2-1.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-100: Management of Old Growth Forests are ad-
dressed in table 2-1, see VF 4. New management of white bark pine has 
been included. 

NGO-WWP-101: Mapping of historical weed infestations are provided 
in Chapter 3-Figure 3-12 . 

NGO-WWP-Fite-102: D-VR 4 and D-VR 4.1 address improving FRCC 
from class 3 to class 2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-103: Biological and mechanical treatment have been 
further defined in the glossary of the FEIS. Action D-VR 4.1 addresses 
seeding priority with locally collected native seed. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-104 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-105 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-106 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-107 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-108 

NGO-WWP
-Fite-109 

NGO-WWP-Fite-104: As required by CEQ Regulations 1503.4, BLM modified alter-
natives, supplemented and improved the analysis, made factual corrections and re-
sponded to substantive comments in developing the PRMP. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-105: BLM developed a range of alternatives.  VR 6 and VR 7. Alter-
native C Option 2 addresses removal of all livestock.  Livestock can be removed under 
all alternatives depending on specific circumstances. Refer to LG 1.3.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-106:  BLM uses FRCC as one tool with respect to fuels management.  
BLM has coordinated with federal, state, local agencies and tribal governments in an 
effort to construct strategically placed fuelbreaks in an effort to protect wildland urban 
interface areas, and thousands of acres of critical wildlife habitat, including habitat for 
LCT, sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, and provide for public and fire fighter safety.  Section 
VR4 provides a range of alternatives that include improving conditions classes of vege-
tation from Class 3, high departure to Class 2 to moderate departure.  In addition fuel 
breaks are maintained and monitored to ensure they remain effective to change fire 
behavior. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-107:  The Proper Function Condition (PFC) method is a widely used 
and accepted method for assessing the condition of riparian areas.  The BLM has de-
veloped a range of alternatives; refer to VRW 1.  Spring snail habitat is covered in 
Objective FW 11, action FW 11.1 and action LG 5.3. LCT habitat is covered in SSS 
2.2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-108: The Proper Function Condition (PFC) method is a widely used 
and accepted method for assessing the condition of riparian areas.  The BLM has de-
veloped a range of alternatives to improve PFC; refer to VRW 1.  Lotic and lentic 
systems are dynamic and constantly in flux.  Naturally occurring events, such as fires 
or floods, and other impacts, such as roads, land ownership, multiple use, or action 
outside of the discretion of the BLM (i.e., dewatering, irrigation, etc.) can affect PFC 
ratings and recovery.  BLM has provided a reasonable range of alternatives and PFC 
percentages for management actions designed to make progress towards PFC. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-109: In the PRMP/FEIS Chapter 3 Water Resources identifies im-
paired waters – Table 3-6, Waters warranting further investigation, Table 3-7 and Sum-
mary of Riparian Functioning Condition – Table 3-8. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-110 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-111 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-112 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-113 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-114 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-115 

NGO-WWP-Fite-110: Range of alternatives were developed.  FW 9.3.1 
and FW 9.3.2 addresses streambank alteration. Stubble height standards 
are covered in Appendix B, Best Management Practices in the Vegeta-
tion-Riparian Habitat and Wetlands section.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-111: Refer to VRW 1.2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-112: This action is an implementation level decision, 
not an RMP level decision.  During the implementation level planning 
process a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be con-
ducted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-113:  Management of ACECs are defined in section D-
ACEC-1.2.  Management of priority wildlife habitat areas includes use 
restrictions applicable to saleable minerals, fluid and solid minerals leas-
ing. These areas are also prioritized for fire suppression. See D-FW 1.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-114: Priority Wildlife Habitat areas have been rede-
fined in the FEIS/RMP.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-115: Several factors went into the determination of 
Priority Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through coopera-
tion with NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Manage-
ment Units (PMUs) for the candidate species Greater Sage-grouse were 
reviewed.  Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threatened spe-
cies Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT). Of these areas, the ones considered 
to be the most crucial for protection due to presence of at-risk wildlife 
species habitat, are those proposed as Priority Wildlife habitat areas. The 
FEIS/RMP preferred alternative clarifies management of these areas to 
include use restrictions and permit stipulations applicable to certain min-
erals and rights-of-way proposals in order to protect these areas. See D – 
FW 1.2, D-SSS 1.2.1 and D-SSS1.2N. 

The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, yet 
small adjustments were made based on other considerations such as land 
ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under special man-
agement or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs), For ease in defining 
and describing the priority area boundaries, section lines were used as 
much as possible. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-11  6 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-11  7 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-11  8 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-11  9 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  0 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  1 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  2 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  3 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  4 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  5 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-12  6 

NGO-WWP-Fite-116: It is an RMP objective to allow for the reintroduction of bighorn sheep 
in cooperation with NDOW into areas with available suitable habitat. See Objective D-FW 1. 
Action D-LG-4.1 does not permit livestock class conversions from cattle to sheep in allotments 
containing historical, existing, or potential big horn sheep habitat. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-117: Livestock trailing is addressed in D-LG 1.15. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-118: BLM addresses old growth forests in VF4.  Habitat management for 
Pygmy rabbits is addressed at SSS 1.3 and SSS 1.3.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-119:  Protection of shorebird habitat is addressed in D-FW3, 3.1,3.2, and 
3.2.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-120:  Objective D-FW4 identifies the migratory bird breeding season begin-
ning on March 1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-121: Management of wildlife guzzlers are addressed at D-FW 6 and D-FW 
6.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-122:  BLM has developed a range of alternatives with respect to fencing 
reservoirs FW 11.2 and LG 5. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-123: The LCT Recovery Plan is a separate planning document. Actions that 
address LCT recovery are addressed at D-SSS2, D-SSS 2.1 and D-SSS 2.2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-124: Springsnail habitat is addressed in FW 11 and LG 5.3. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-125:  PFC is one management objective used to maintain and improve ripari-
an and wetland areas. Other objectives and management actions that apply are located in the 
WRW section. BLM analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered PFC objec-
tives from between 60 to 85% at or moving toward PFC (See Objectives VRW 1). The reason-
ing behind sliding the PFC percentage down from 100% was to account for reaches not meet-
ing PFC due to uncontrolled disturbance or natural stresses. Action CA-VRW 1.2 includes 
management of riparian areas to meet standards for rangeland health.  BLM established the 
RMP, PFC objective to 85% taking into consideration the “Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 
1990s.” This initiative established a goal to restore and maintain riparian-wetland areas at 75% 
or more. BLM also considered other factors in developing the PFC objective percentage in-
cluding uncontrolled disturbance or natural stresses such as soils, gradient, flow, climate etc., 
that affect PFC. The WD feels the 85% PFC objective is reasonable, complies with the Ripari-
an-Wetland Initiative and takes into consideration of natural stresses or disturbance. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-126: Removal of reservoirs is an implementation level decision, not an RMP 
level decision. During the implementation level planning process a separate public involve-
ment and NEPA analysis will be conducted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-127 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-128 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-129 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-130 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-131 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-132 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-133 

NGO-WWP-Fite-127: Removal of ponds is an implementation level de-
cision, not an RMP level decision. During the implementation level 
planning process a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will 
be conducted. 

Existing range improvements are addressed in Action LG 5.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-128: the proposed RMP addresses stream bank altera-
tion at D-FW 9.3.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-129: The RMP addresses this in action FW 9.3.1 and 
action FW 9.3.2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-130: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their 
resources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-131: Specific measures to protect sensitive resources 
have been included in Appendix B,  BMPs and SOPs. Delineation of 
priority wildlife habitat, priority sage-grouse habitat, and priority water-
sheds management includes use restrictions which would protect special 
status species habitat and other important wildlife habitat.  See – D-FW 
1.2, D-WR1.4, and D-SSS 1.2N. ROW avoidance and exclusion areas are 
located at LR 5.3 and LR 5.4. See D-SSS 1.2.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-132: Providing a map of sage-grouse leks could in-
crease their vulnerability.  The NDOW is the agency to contact for wild-
life population information. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-133: The PRMP includes use restrictions within im-
portant sage grouse habitat areas – See SSS 1.2.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

CommenNGO-WWP-Fite tsNGO-WWP-
Fite-13  3 
Cont  -d 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  4 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  5 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  6 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  7 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  8 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-13  9 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-14  0 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-14  1 

Responses
. NGO-WWP-Fite-134: Comment noted

NGO-WWP-Fite-135: Exceptions, modifications and waivers have been removed in alternative D.  
Under alternative D, use restrictions would be subject to certain management criteria. The Montana 
Mountains have been delineated as priority wildlife habitat areas, priority sage-grouse habitat, and 
priority watershed habitat management.   See response NGO-WWP-Fite 131. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-136:  In May 2005 the BLM initiated public requests for ACEC nominations. At 
that time a request for public ACEC nominations was mailed to Western Watersheds Project. No proposed nominations were received by BLM as part of the RMP planning process from Western 
Watersheds Project prior to issuance of the Draft RMP/DEIS.  In accordance with BLM ACEC 
Manual #1613.21 (A)(2)(a), external nominations should be submitted early in the planning pro-
cess, preferably during issue identification and in comments on issues identified in the Notice of 
Intent.  A timely submission of nominations allows the agency to evaluate each nomination for 
relevance and importance criteria and to bring forward nominations that meet both relevance and 
importance into potential alternatives.  Proposed ACECs are then subject to a 60 day public admin-
istrative review and comment period once the draft RMP is issued. 

Based on guidance provided by ACEC Manual #1613, the BLM did not evaluate the Montana 
Mountains as an ACEC as a timely nomination was not received. The BLM will consider the Mon-
tana Mountains as a potential ACEC during the next land use planning cycle.  The PRMP/Final EIS 
identifies the Montana Mountains and other important sage-grouse habitat as priority wildlife habi-
tat areas and priority watershed areas.  Management of these proposed areas would protect sage-
grouse habitat through no surface disturbance and no surface occupancy use restrictions applicable 
to fluid minerals, solid minerals leasing, saleable minerals, and rights-of-ways. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-137: Lek buffers, migratory birds and bat habitat management are proposed in D-
SSS 1.2.3, D-SSS 1.4 and D-FW 4. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-138: 16. FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely to the extent it 
is available, on inventory of the public lands, their resources and other values.  Alternatives were 
developed using existing available data. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-139: BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA documents 
that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, and is subject to public scrutiny 
before decisions are made or actions are taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose 
of NEPA is not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high quality and accu-
rate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that are truly significant to the action in ques-
tion and reach an informed decision.  The BLM has used available data, information based on pro-
fessional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials to support the NEPA anal-
ysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, revised tables, and figures. 
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NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Respon

Public Comments and Responses 

ses 

NGO-WWP- NGO-WWP-Fite-140: New range improvements would require environ-
Fite-142 mental analysis prior to implementation. Existing range improvements 

are addressed in Action LG 5.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-141: Action D-SSS 1.3 includes implementing mitiga-
tion measures to protect Pygmy Rabbit habitat. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-142: D-SSS 1.2.1 includes revised management 
criteria. 

NGO-WWP- NGO-WWP-Fite-143: The proposed RMP addresses bats at D-SSS-3. Fite-143 

NGO-WWP-Fite-144: Refer to action LG 5.6. Grazing would only be 
allowed consistent with meeting rangeland health standards or other NGO-WWP- management objectives of the exclosure. Fite-144 

NGO-WWP-Fite-145: Relocation of nests is in compliance with the Bald NGO-WWP- and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  Relocations must also be coordinated Fite-145 with US FWS. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-146: Fencing with respect to WH&B management is NGO-WWP- addressed in WHB 2. Fite-146 

NGO-WWP-Fite-147: Comment noted NGO-WWP-
Fite-147 

NGO-WWP-Fite-148: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP- NGO-WWP-Fite-149: The BLM researched the suggestion of an 1:1.8 Fite-148 AUM conversion factor for cows to horses on allotments where the per-NGO-WWP- mit has been relinquished or cancelled.  No research was found support-Fite-149 ing this proposal.  Any available documentation can be sent to the Win-
nemucca District Office. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-149 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-150 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-151 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-152 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-153 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-154 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-155 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-156 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-157 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-158 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-159 

NGO-WWP-Fite-150: Water developments are addressed in D-FW 6 and WH&B 3. 
NGO-WWP-Fite-151: Action D-WH&B 4.1 includes management actions and permit 
stipulations applicable to  multiple uses within HMAs.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-152: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-153: BLM provided a range of alternatives relating to managing 
wildfire to achieve multiple objectives including for resource benefits.  Alternatives A 
and C do not include areas that provide for conditional fire use for a benefit.  Action D-
VR 4.2 allows for treating cheatgrass areas utilizing prescribed fire. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-154: All actions will be done within the context of the National His-
toric Preservation Act.  All alternatives insure this. 

The users of a TCP are the only ones who can determine if a project has an adverse 
effect on the TCP (see National Register Bulletin: Guidelines for Evaluating and Docu-
menting Traditional Cultural Properties).  With this in mind, the BLM does consult 
with the users of the TCP and takes their concerns into account. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-155: In accordance with the BLM NSO Cultural Resource Inventory 
General Guidelines and the State Protocol Agreement between the BLM Nevada and 
the NSHPO all sites recorded within the APE are evaluated for inclusion in the Nation-
al Register. Also, Objectives A, B, C, D CR 2 all state that “All currently identified 
sites and those identified in the future would be evaluated for eligibility for the 
NRHP.” 

NGO-WWP-Fite-156: “Salvage in front of the bulldozers” is not practiced by the Win-
nemucca District.  If a National Register eligible site cannot be avoided, a treatment 
plan is developed and implemented in consultation with NSHPO and, in some cases, 
the ACHP.  This is in compliance with Sec. 106 of NHPA and the State Protocol. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-157: Management of areas with TCPs is identified in the Tribal Con-
sultation section of the RMP.  Action D-TC2.2 and D-TC 2.4 includes management 
actions that avoids impacts to sacred sites and TCPs or protects traditional religious 
practices and sites. 

NG0-WWP-Fite-158: Allocation use categories are made in accordance with BLM 
policy, BLM Manual 8110.4.  As described in Actions B, C, &D CR3.2, these include 
scientific use, conservation use, traditional use, public use, experimental use, and dis-
charged from management. The BLM planning handbook – Appendix C Cultural re-
sources also requires BLM to manage cultural resources based  allocated uses identi-
fied above. 

NG0-WWP-Fite 159: Impacts to cultural resources from grazing are analyzed in site 
specific NEPA analysis.  Range Improvements and maintenance projects are subject to 
compliance with Sec. 106 NHPA. 



  

 

 
 

 
 

     
  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-160 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-161 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-162 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-163 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-164 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-165 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-166 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-167 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-168 

NGO-WWP-Fite-160: Lands with Wilderness characteristics are ad-
dressed in WSA 2.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-161: Generally, if structures of the type mentioned are 
not functional, not of a historical nature or not in place for legitimate 
uses they may be evaluated for removal.  An action of this nature is an 
implementation level decision, not an RMP level decision. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-162: The VRM objectives/classes provide the visual 
management standards for the planning, design and development of fu-
ture projects and rehabilitation of existing projects (BLM Manual Hand-
book H-8400). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-163: Special areas (designated Natural Areas, Wilder-
ness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, Wild & Scenic Rivers, Scenic Are-
as, Scenic Roads & Trails, and ACECs among others) are but one of the 
factors to consider when assigning VRM Class ratings. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-164: Wildlife concerns/considerations are but one of 
the factors to consider when assigning VRM Class ratings. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-165: A visual resource inventory was completed in 
2009. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-166: The VRM objectives/classes provide the visual 
management standards for the planning, design and development of fu-
ture projects and rehabilitation of existing projects (BLM Manual Hand-
book H-8400). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-167: The VRM objectives/classes provide the visual 
management standards for the planning, design and development of fu-
ture projects and rehabilitation of existing projects (BLM Manual Hand-
book H-8400). 

NGO-WWP-Fite-168: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-169 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-170 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-171 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-172 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-173 

NGO-WWP-Fite-169: See LG Section and SOPs/BMPs for livestock 
grazing in Appendix B. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-170: See LG Section and SOPs/BMPs for livestock 
grazing in Appendix B. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-171: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-172: BLM considers information provided in the AMS 
as relevant.  The AMS described current management, trends and fore-
casts by resource.  FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their 
resources and other values. The proposed RMP was updated in many 
areas with additional data and information.  See response NGO-WWP-
Fite 104. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA docu-
ments that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, 
and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are 
taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)). On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is 
not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high 
quality and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that 
are truly significant to the action in question and reach an informed de-
cision.  The BLM has used available data, information based on profes-
sional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials 
to support the NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-173: Refer to Adaptive Management objective LG 1.2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-174: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-
182 

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-
179 

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-

NGO-WWP-Fite-
173 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-175: BLM developed a range of alternatives that 174 included a no grazing option and analysis. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-176: The PRMP includes relinquishment of grazing 
permits at D-LG 1.9. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-177: See response to comment N-WWP-97.  De-
tailed accounting of individual permits held on public lands is outside 175 the scope of this RMP analysis. Volume 5, Appendix H contains a 
summary data at the appropriate level of detail required for a pro-
grammatic analysis of socioeconomic effects across a broad planning 
area for all resource programs administered by the agency.  See Ap-
pendix H, pages 2-35 through 2-40 for a discussion of livestock graz-
ing administration. The PRMP reflects an updated social and econom-176 ic section in Chapter 3. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-178: Outside scope of analysis. 177 

NGO-WWP-Fite-179: See response to comments N-WWP-97 and N-
WWP-Fite-177 178 

NGO-WWP-Fite-180: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-181: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of 
rangelands to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act estab-
lished her management areas (HMAs) and provided protection for 
WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA) 180 mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for multiple 
uses.  Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur 181 on BLM administered land.  Specific HMA AUM allocation decisions 
are addressed at the site specific or HMA level. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-182: BLM policy (handbooks, manuals, instruction 
memorandums, and information bulletins) directs monitoring. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

NGO-WWP-Fite
183 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
184 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
185 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
186 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
187 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
188 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
189 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
190 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
191 
 
 
 

NGO-WWP-Fite-183: Removal of range improvements is addressed at D-
LG5.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-184: The PRMP allows for forage banks subject to t 
certain criteria.  See D-LG 1.9.2. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-185: TNR is addressed in D-LG 1.11 which includes 
criteria to protect resources or habitat. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-186: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are 
addressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-187: Cooperative agreements are specifically identified 
in section 43 CFR 4120.3-2 in the grazing regulations as the mechanism 
to assign maintenance and authorize construction of range improvements. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-188: Critical growth period is addressed in LG 1-12 

NGO-WWP-Fite-189: Adjustments, moving or changing allotment 
boundaries must be completed through the LUP process. Some allotment 
boundaries were modified to improve management in certain situations. 
See D-LG 3.1.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-190: Conversion from cattle to sheep is addressed at D-
LG 4.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-191: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-192 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-193 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-194 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-195 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-196 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-197 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-198 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-199 

NGO-WWP-Fite-192: The PRMP includes use restrictions applicable to saleable 
and fluid minerals within priority wildlife habitat areas (D-FW 1.2), priority sage 
-grouse areas (D-SSS 1.2.1), priority watersheds (D-WR 1.2) and within ACECs 
(D-ACEC 1.2). Many of these areas contain important habitats and cultural val-
ues. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-193: See response to NGO-WWP Fite-192. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-194: Priority wildlife habitat, priority sage-grouse habitat and 
priority watersheds have been revisited in the FEIS/RMP.  These areas contain 
fluid mineral use restrictions which protect sage-grouse habitat, including leks. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-195: Baseline data was provided in the Mineral Assessment 
Report prepared for the RMP, available for review at the Winnemucca District 
office. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-196: Blasting would be analyzed as part of site specific geo-
thermal permitting process. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-197: The RMP adopts Best Management Practices for Geother-
mal exploration and development to reduce impacts.  Delineation of priority 
wildlife habitat, priority sage-grouse habitat, and priority watersheds applies no 
surface disturbance, no surface occupancy applicable to fluid minerals. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-198: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely 
to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their resources and 
other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing available data.  Affects 
from geothermal leasing would be analyzed on a site-specific basis.  All Renew-
able Energy Plans of Developments are required to be reviewed under NEPA, a 
public process. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA documents that 
must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, and is subject to 
public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are taken (40 CFR 1500.1 
(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is not to collect massive amounts 
of data but to provide data that is high quality and accurate in order to conduct a 
detailed analysis of issues that are truly significant to the action in question and 
reach an informed decision. The BLM has used available data, information 
based on professional evaluations and observations and applicable reference 
materials to support the NEPA analysis. The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-199: See response to NGO-WWP Fite-192.  Four ACECs are 
being brought forward in the PRMP.- See D-ACEC  1 and D-ACEC 1.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-200: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-201: Baseline data was provided in the Mineral Assess-
ment Report prepared for the RMP, available for review at the Winne-
mucca District office. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-202: Mineral withdrawals are addressed at D-MR 9.2. 
D-MR 9.3.1 requires additional stipulations to protect or mitigate impacts 
to resource values. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-203: See LG 1.9. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-204: Chapter 4  - Environmental Consequences – ana-
lyzed impact of recreation to various resources. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-205: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics are defined 
and addressed at D-WSA 1.2 . 

NGO-WWP-Fite-206: Maintaining, improving and protecting dune habi-
tats are addressed at D-FW 3, which includes shorebird and waterfowl 
habitats.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-207: Seasonal restrictions with respect to sensitive spe-
cies is addressed at D-SSS 1.1. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-208: A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Man-
agement Plan will address these concerns for OHV management after the 
ROD for the RMP is signed. A SOP has been added to Appendix B that 
addresses seasonal closures for wildlife concerns. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-209: Comment relates to site specific NEPA.  BLM 
complies with NEPA prior to implementation of fencing projects generat-
ing a federal action. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-210: Road densities and locations is addressed at D-TA-
4.  Closing or relocating roads to protect sensitive wildlife habitats or 
achieve appropriate road densities are addressed at D-TA 4.1. 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-200 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-201 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-202 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-203 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-204 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-205 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-206 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-207 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-208 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-209 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-210 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

-

NGO-WWP-Fite
211 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
212 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
213 
 
 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
214 
 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
215 
NGO-WWP-Fite
216 
NGO-WWP-Fite
217 
NGO-WWP-Fite
218 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
219 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite
220 
 
 

-
NGO-WWP-Fite-2  11: A number of Standard  Operating Procedures ad-
dress weeds with respect to road maintenance.  Control measures for 
weeds and invasive species have been provided in  Appendix B  Vegeta-
tion -Wee  ds 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-212: The RMP designate  s lands proposed suitable for 
disposal.  All disposal  s must  meet  requirements of FLPMA, disposal  cri-
teria listed in the RMP, and includes NEPA analysis.  See D-LR 3.1.  All 
disposals must comply with FLMPA. Also see Alternative C-LR 3.1 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-213: Rights  of way avoidance are identified at  D-LR  
5.3.  Exclusion areas are identified at D-  LR 5.4.  Also see figures 2-60 
and 2-62 in appendix A. 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-214: Refer to  Appendix F,  which depicts the ACEC  
process,  including public nominations.  Four ACECs are being  brought  
forward in the PRMP.  
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-215: Figure 3-11, Chapter 3 was updated showing inva-
sive annual grasslands.  Table 3-10 lists plant communities and acreages. 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-216: Current populations  of invasive pl  ant species are 
shown in Figure 3-9 and historical occurrences of  weed infestations are 
shown in Figure 3-10.   Other future locations could occur based on sur-
face disturbance activities, the exact locations are difficult to  predict.  
The associated impacts of invasive species are addressed in each project 
level NEPA analysis. This analysis includes requirements to  use of  
BMPs, SOPs, and other mitigation measures to control or limit the spread  
of invasive species. 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-217:  FMU types were determined in the Fire Manage-
ment Plan  (2004).  This plan is due for  revision after the RMP is com-
plete.   
NGO-WWP-Fite-218  : BLM developed a range o  f alternatives.  VR 3.1 
 
NGO-WWP-Fite-219: The BLM has developed a range  of alternatives - 
VR 4.1  
 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite-220: Monitoring of livestock grazing is provided at D-
LG 1.5.  This action includes opportunities to monitor with interested 
publics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-1
 

NG-WWP-2
 

NGO-WWP-3
 

NGO-WWP-Fite-1: BLM considers information provided in the AMS 
as relevant.  The AMS described current management, trends and fore-
casts by resource.  FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, 
their resources and other values.  The FEIS/RMP has been updated to 
reflect current data and additional information. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-2: BLM considers information provided in the AMS 
as relevant.  The AMS described current management, trends and fore-
casts by resource.  FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion 
to rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, 
their resources and other values.  

NGO-WWP-Fite-3: The BLM analyzed existing inventory data and 
other information in the development of the AMS.  The AMS consid-
ered indicators, current conditions, trends, forecast, and key features.  
Existing data was utilized to support these sections.  There are no cu-
mulative effects analysis in the AMS.  The DEIS analyzed cumulative 
impacts based on a range of reasonable alternatives. 

The BLM has prepared a DEIS that analyzes four alternatives with one 
alternative having a “no grazing” option.  (Option 2). 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-4 

NGO-WWP-5 

NGO-WWP-6 

NGO-WWP-4: FLPMA Sec. 202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely 
to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their re-
sources and other values.  Alternatives were developed using existing 
available data. 

NGO-WWP-5: BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in 
NEPA documents that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific 
analysis, and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or 
actions are taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)).  On the other hand, the purpose of 
NEPA is not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is 
high quality and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues 
that are truly significant to the action in question and reach an informed 
decision.  The BLM has used available data, information based on profes-
sional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials to 
support the NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. The PRMP proposes management of priority 
wildlife habitat areas and priority watersheds to include use restrictions to 
protect wildlife habitat and watersheds. 

Attachment documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, 
it is not included in this Appendix.  To view these documents contact the 
Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 
wfoweb@blm.gov. 

NGO-WWP-6: See response NGO-WWP-5 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-7 

NGO-WWP-8 

NGO-WWP-9 

NGO-WWP-
10 

NGO-WWP-
11 

NGO-WWP-7:BLM has complied with 43 CFR 1610.4-1 issue identifi-
cation and Council of Environmental Quality Regulations 40 CFR 
§1500.4 (d) and §1507.  Through RMP scoping, relevant issues were 
identified and they remain relevant. 

NGO-WWP-8: BLM has complied with requirements for identification 
of issues according to Code of Federal Regulations at: §43 CFR 1610.4 
-1 and the National Environmental Policy Act at: §40 CFR 1501.7 
Although a number of years have passed since initial scoping of the 
RMP, BLM has determined that the planning issues identified remain 
relevant.  The Draft RMP/EIS (DEIS) has been updated to address 
changes in laws, regulations and policy that have occurred since initial 
scoping.  Based on public comments received on the DEIS, any new 
emerging issues have been addressed in the FEIS/RMP. 

NGO-WWP-9: The Scoping report and AMS remain relevant. Manage-
ment actions related to livestock grazing and weeds were included in 
the DEIS. Climate change has been revisited in the FEIS/RMP. 

NGO-WWP-10: The purpose of the RMP ties into BLMs mandate and 
requirements under FLPMA.  The need is because regulatory and re-
source conditions have changed as well as public demands and uses. 
The alternatives are developed from the purpose and need, issue identi-
fication, public scoping and comments received. 

A range of alternatives were provided for management of sagebrush 
and salt desert shrub - See VR6 and VR8. 

BLM through FLPMA is mandated to manage public lands for multiple 
uses some of which cause disturbance. 

NGO-WWP-11: The alternatives were developed based on the Analy-
sis of Management Situation, purpose and need, issue identification, 
and comments received from public scoping.  Cooperating agencies, 
Tribal governments and the RAC subgroup also assisted with this pro-
cess. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 
NGO-WWP-11 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP 
-12 

NGO-WWP 
-
13 

NGO-WWP 
-14 

NGO-WWP 
-15  

NGO-
WWW-15 

NGO-
WWW-16 

NGO-WWP-12: BLM is mandated by FLPMA Sec. 102(7) to manage 
public lands based on multiple use and sustained yield. FLPMA Sec. 
202(c) (4) gives BLM the discretion to rely to the extent it is available, 
on inventory of the public lands, their resources and other values. Alter-
natives were developed using existing available data. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA docu-
ments that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, 
and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are 
taken (40 CFR 1500.1(b)). On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is 
not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high 
quality and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that 
are truly significant to the action in question and reach an informed de-
cision.  The BLM has used available data, information based on profes-
sional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials 
to support the NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. 

Alternative C emphasizes management strategies to preserve and protect 
ecosystem health.  A range of alternatives addressing removal of range 
improvements are found under Livestock Grazing  section LG 5.1 and 
WH&B management WHB 2.2 Alternatives C & D. 

NGO-WWP-13: See response to NGO-WWP-12. Analysis of the Man-
agement Situation (April 2005) and Chapter 3 discloses conditions and 
current management conditions since the adoption of the MFPs. Alter-
native A was developed using existing available data. 

NGO-WWP-14: The AMS identifies how issues and conditions 
have changed. The old MFPs did not adequately address a number of 
issues including but not limited to: OHV travel management, mine rec-
lamations, and ACECs. Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions 
are addressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

NGO-WWP-15: See response to NGO-WWP-12. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
16 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP-
17 

NGO-WWW-16: BLM complies with the Healthy Forest Restora-
tion Act of 2003. BLM uses FRCC as one tool with respect to fuels 
management.  BLM collaborates with federal, state and tribal agen-
cies in an effort to construct strategically placed fuelbreaks in an 
effort to protect wildland urban interface areas, and thousands of 
acres of critical wildlife habitat, including habitat for LCT, Sage-
grouse, pygmy rabbit, and provide for public and fire fighter safety. 
The fuelbreaks are intended to stop or slow the spread of wildfires. 
In many instances fuelbreaks are constructed using mosaic patters 
keeping portions of the shrub component in place. BLM strives to 
use existing disturbed areas for placement of fuelbreaks. BLM 
combines habitat restoration with many of these fuels projects.  Sec-
tion VR4 provides a range of alternatives that include improving 
conditions classes of vegetation from Class 3, high departure to 
Class 2 to moderate departure. In addition fuelbreaks are maintained 
and monitored to ensure they remain effective to change fire behav-
ior. 

NGO-WWP-17: Cumulative effects were analyzed by section in 
Chapter 4. Fire history information was updated and is provided in 
Chapter 3 – Table 3-19.  The cumulative impact analysis has been 
updated in the FEIS/RMP. 

BLM complies with the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003. 
BLM uses FRCC as one tool with respect to fuels management. 
BLM collaborates with federal, state and tribal agencies in an effort 
to construct strategically placed fuelbreaks in an effort to protect 
wildland urban interface areas, and thousands of acres of critical 
wildlife habitat, including habitat for LCT, Sage-grouse, pygmy 
rabbit, and provide for public and fire fighter safety. The fuelbreaks 
are intended to stop or slow the spread of wildfires. In many in-
stances fuelbreaks are constructed using mosaic patters keeping por-
tions of the shrub component on place. BLM strives to use existing 
disturbed areas for placement of fuelbreaks. BLM combines un-
burned habitat restoration with many of these fuels projects. Section 
VR4 provides a range of alternatives that include improving condi-
tions classes of vegetation from Class 3, high departure to Class 2 to 
moderate departure. In addition fuelbreaks are maintained and moni-
tored to ensure they remain effective to change fire behavior. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-18 

NGO-WWP-19 

NGO-WWP-20 
Vegetation 

NGO-WWP-21 

NGO-WWP-22 

NGO-WWP-23 

NGO-WWP-25 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 
The FEIS/RMP has been updated to show the fuel treatment and Emer-
gency Stabilization and Rehabilitation acreages. 

NGO-WWP-18: The BLM is mandated to use FRCC according to the 
Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003.  A description of FRCC 1 is 
“Moderate departure form the natural (historical) regime of vegetation 
characteristics; fuel composition; fire frequency, severity and pattern; 
and other associated disturbances.” 

NGO-WWP-19: Table 3-10 provides acres of each plant community / 
association in the district. Figure 3-9 shows how much “invasive grass-
lands” are in the district. Invasive grasslands are primarily cheatgrass. 
Figure 3-10 shows historical weed infestations in the district.  

NGO-WWP-20: Land identified for restoration or manipulation occurs 
on a case-by-case basis after collaboration with other federal, state and 
tribal agencies.  Separate NEPA and public involvement also occurs 
once projects are defined. 

NGO-WWP-21: BLM considered ACECs in a range of alternatives. 
Alternative A current management reflects the Winnemucca District 
has only one ACEC designated.  Alternative D recommends maintain-
ing the existing ACEC and recommends the addition of 3 new ACECs. 
In addition various Alternatives in the RMP designate large areas as 
avoidance and exclusion areas.  Avoidance Areas would limit certain 
discretionary actions while exclusion areas would prohibit certain dis-
cretionary actions. 

NGO-WWP-22: The lands depicted in the DRMP as suitable for possi-
ble disposal.  A proposed disposal must meet all of the criteria stated in 
the DRMP.  No lands will be disposed of that have critical values. 

NGO-WWP-23: Plantings are considered restoration. 

NGO-WWP-25: Refer to C-VR 2.1 Option One and C-VR 2.1 Option 
2, Alternatives B and D. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
26 

NGO-WWP-
27 

NGO-WWP-
28 

NGO-WWP-
29 

NGO-WWP-26: Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level. Restoration projects would 
be assessed at an implementation level decision, which would evaluate 
different treatments. 

NGO-WWP-27: These comments are addressed at the implementation 
level planning, such as grazing permit renewals, final multiple use 
decisions and OHV travel management plan. All of which include sepa-
rate public outreach and environmental analysis. 

NGO-WWP-28: BLM has complied with requirements of 40 CFR 
§1502.14 by including a reasonable range of alternatives. 

NGO-WWP-29:  BLM developed a range of alternatives. Alternative B 
has a more use intensive theme, Alternative C has a more conservation 
theme.  Objectives and management actions related to protecting ecosys-
tem health are included in varying degrees in all alternatives. 

Non-Government Organization - 320 



  

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-1
 

NGO-WWP-1
 

NGO-WWP-2
 

NGO-WWP-1: Comment noted. 

NGO-WWP-2: BLM is required under FLPMA under Title 2 Section 
202 (C) (3) to give priority to the designation and protection of ACEC 
as part of the land use planning process.  The BLM included a full 
range of ACEC nominations.  No other nominations were made. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-2 
Cont-d. 

NGO-WWP-3: The FEIS will be updated as appropriate.  NGO-WWP-3 

NGO-WWP-4: Comment noted. 
NGO-WWP-4  
 
 

NGO-WWP-5: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. Refer to 
VR 8. Biotic crusts are addressed at action S-1. 

NGO-WWP-5 

The attachment document was reviewed and considered by BLM; how-
ever, it is not included in this Appendix.  To view this document contact 
the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 
wfoweb@blm.gov. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-1 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-2 

NGO-WWP-Fite-1: BLM has complied with the CEQ Regulations 40 
CFR §1503.4 “Response to Comments”.  BLM is responsible for as-
sessing and considering comments in the preparation of the final envi-
ronmental impact statement. 

NGO-WWP-Fite-2: The DEIS offers a range of alternatives.  Alternative 
C develops management strategies to preserve and protect ecosystems 
while providing for multiple use.  FLPMA section 102 (7) requires BLM 
to manage public lands based on multiple use and sustained yield. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-2 
NGO-WWP-
Fite-3 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-4 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-5 

NGO-WWP-
Fite-6 

NGO-WWP-Fite-2: Comment noted.
 

NGO-WWP-Fite-3:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are 

addressed at the site specific or allotment level.  Livestock grazing on
 
BLM land is administered under the Taylor Grazing Act and is one of 

the multiple uses authorized by FLPMA.  The RMP allows for a range 

of alternatives related to livestock grazing, including relinquishment of
 
grazing permits and elimination of livestock grazing. 


NGO-WWP-Fite-4: Refer to Chapter 3. 

Science based studies of the status of sage grouse have been conducted
 
by the USFWS and WAFWA that have been incorporated through
 
reference in the RMP.
 

NGO-WWP-Fite-5: BLM has developed a range of alternatives refer 

to VR 8 and S 1.
 

NGO-WWP-Fite-6: The FEIS has been updated as appropriate. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP 
-1 

NGO-WWP 
-2 

NGO-WWP 
-3 

NGO-WWP-1: FLPMA Sec. 202(c)(4)gives the BLM the discretion to 
rely to the extent it is available, on inventory of the public lands, their 
recourses and other values. 

BLM is required under NEPA to provide information in NEPA docu-
ments that must be of high quality, possess accurate scientific analysis, 
and is subject to public scrutiny before decisions are made or actions are 
taken (40 CFR 1500.1.(b)). On the other hand, the purpose of NEPA is 
not to collect massive amounts of data but to provide data that is high 
quality and accurate in order to conduct a detailed analysis of issues that 
are truly significant to the action in question and reach an informed deci-
sion.  The BLM has used available data, information based on profes-
sional evaluations and observations and applicable reference materials to 
support the NEPA analysis.  The FEIS includes updated information, 
revised tables, and figures. 

NGO-WWP-2: The BLM has produced maps or figures sufficient for the 
development of the RMP. 

NGO-WWP-3: BLM has complied with the FLPMA, the Taylor Grazing 
Act, NEPA, and other applicable laws and regulations, in the develop-
ment of this RMP.  Original livestock grazing allocations were estab-
lished upon the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act.  Suitability was ad-
dressed in the 1982 MFPs . LG 1.3 identifies lands designated and not 
designated for grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-WWP-Fite Comments Responses 

NGO-WWP 
-4  

NGO-WWP-4: LG 1.3.1 addresses adjustments to forage allocations.  
Specific allotment AUM allocations are addressed at the site specific or 
allotment level. 
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